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Jan. 30, 1968 


Mr. John J. Ford Jr. 
176 Hendrickson Ave. 
Rockville Centre, II.Y. 

Bear John: 


As requested by you, I have studied the various exhibits 
relating to the controversial Ij. A Assay Office hoard. These in¬ 
clude reports by Halter Breen and yourself, photos of the various 
hoard pieces (many of which were already familiar to me through 
ray researches in the A.H.S. negative file), a Moffat A Co. die, 
a large cent overstated on the reverse by the above die and on 
the obverse by an Assay Office obverse die for a double eagle, 
and two double eagle coins in the possession of Harry Forman,. 
which are from the same group as the Garland coin and, for study 
purpose, comparable to it. I have also examined in sup:rimnosition, 
enlarged transparencies oft vie Assay Office double eagles, one a 
Franklin hoard piece, the other a. coin of ungues tionei character. 

I should state at the outset that my conclusions have been drawn 
from nunicr.ia.tio evidence alone, and not from any collateral 
argument' such as that of pedigree. For genuine .coins as vreli¬ 
as counterfeits have been known to give rise to tall talas. For 
example, tie recently publicised Brasher doubloon is neither 
doubloon r.or, as alleged, traceable to George Hashington, but we 
do not on that account condemn it. similarly, if you had ashed 
my opinion of the pedigrees sumplied by Paul Franklin with respect 
to the Assay Office '.menu, I would have expresse 1 my skepticism. 

But, as I understeni it, this is not the subject before the arbi¬ 
tration panel, which has rather bean formed for the purpose of 
authenticating the hoard coin now owned by Paul Garland. 

On the basis of my own examination of the subject, 
supplemented by Halter Breen's lie study and the affidavits of 
Prof. 'Hocibury and other qualified experts, I would not hesitate 
to pronounce the hoard genuine. 

The allegation that these coins have been struck from 
counterfeit dies, male in turn from genuine coins is demonstrably 
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false. The lack of perceptible shrinkage, or of any lo.ss of 
detail in such a highly complex design as the engine-turned 
reverse, prove, beyond -ossicle refutation, that such was . 
not the case. I have hear! it alleged that counterfeiters, 
using the methods of dentistry, can compenca.te for shrinkage, 
but this must be true only with regard to overall circumference. 

A false coin in 'which this compensation howl been obtained would 
show a wide rim, but a comparative diminution of all its details, 
the diminution becoming more marked as it moved away from the 
center. 


Again, if counterfeit dies had been made by some 
impact reproduction process, using a genuine coin as a hub, 
there would also be much loss of detail, or, in lieu, evidence 
of hand finishing. 

Of course, there may be other superior reproduction 
techniques of which we are not fully aware. For example, I 
understand that dies made by the electroforming technique have 
been successfully employed by a New York company to strike 
soft-metal "replicas" of ancient coins. And if we want to become 
theoretical, that is fanciful, we can doubtless’ conjure up still 
more sophisticated techniques. Yet, in the case of the Assay 
Office hoard, our common sense would dictate that we dismiss 
ail idea of transfer processo.es because of the large number of 
different die strikes we are dealing 'with, and the lack, in 
every instance, of a known prototype. Let us ask a very 
preliminary question. If all of these coins were made from 
false dies, male in turn from genuine coins, then where C where 
are the genuine coins? Lid someone find a cache of unique coins, 
and then, assuming he wore able so do so (which when his neces¬ 
sary inventory is analysed becomes inconceivable) go so the 
fantastic expense of making false dies from each? .And if he 
did, then I should like so know why. For if he succeeded in 
making a unique or semi—uni', ue counterfeit from each pair of 
dies, he would ever afterwards be forced to hide his genuine coins 
so conceal she evidence that a comparison, of the real to the 
£aise would ecus tieso bosray. This could only be the pastime 
°f V0 g7 prosperous madman, and if one also who had a: his 
disposa* 'ways and means utterly beyond our present knowledge 
anm, inaeeu, conception. Yet it is the hypothesis we must 
accept if we wish to condemn the hoard or any part of it. And 
it cannot oe overemphasised, as halter Breen has demonstrated 
in his excellent analysis of matrix progression, that any 
conclusion of genuineness or falsity must be applied to the 
entire hoard. There can be no separate conclusion with regard 
to this, or that coin. 

As I understand it, the contention that false dies had 
been used to make the Assay Office double eagles was based primar¬ 
ily on two technical moints, first the existence of certain common 
flaws in different working dies, and, secondly, the peculiar 
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character of the reeding. As to the first point, it nay be 
answered that since complete hubs v;ere used by the Assay 
Office, there is r.o reason to think that such flaws could not 
originate in a genuine hub or master die. Minor examples of 
this phenomenon can bo cited among the regular issue U.3. coins, 
and we should not wonder that the Assay Office, with its limited 
facilities, would be willing to use a hub or master die even with 
an advanced flaw. More specifically, the existence of the same 
"dent" on a Mint collection coin as on the Assay Office double 
eagles (whore., interestingly, it was given as evidence of falsity) 
should suffice to annihilate this line of argument. Again, the 
peculiarity of the collar used for the hoard double eagles does 
not prove anything since widely divergent collars were sometimes 
used even on the same issue of U.3. mint coins (c.g. the 1837 
half dollar.) And if, as everything ..ould indicate, the Assay 
Office coins in question are of an experimental nature, the 
peculiarity of the collar seems still less "peculiar." 

To my knowledge,no charge of restriking has been 
preferred against the Assay Office hoard. Mor does it seem to 
me that any such charge could be responsibly made unless one 
could produce either the requisite lies ani munches, or original 
impressions which, by their very fabric, reveal an earlier 
period of manufacture. Any allege ion of restriking unaccom¬ 
panied by such, exhibits would be baseless and would not merit 
refutation. This notwithstanding, it is desirable that we 
marshall such evidence against she possibility of restriking 
as is readily available to us. first, the condition of the 
dies which struck the various hoard pieces was not what one 
would expect after a period of tore than a century. Of course, 
the dies might have been greased, but if so then why was the 
one matrix which did turn up in the hoard so incredibly rusted 
that it could only be ido: tifiod after the most drastic cleaning? 
More important, the large cent which has been overstruck on the 
reverse by the sane lie shows r.o evidence of die rust, but does 
show what -appears to both, halter 3retn and myself to bo a 
genuine patination which could only have been acquired after a 
good many years. Thirdly, the maker of the hoard coins must have 
had in his possession not only an enormous number of lies, but 
also various of Albert 'tuner's munches, which are known'to have 
been destroyed by fire in I<? 11. 
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I note, somewhat unhappily, that you have "brought the matter 
of the Assay Office double eagles to the attention of the Mint bureau. 
It strikes r.e, especially after reading the comments of the Director of 
that Bureau, that the Mint isjultogeiher unqualified to arbitrate 
issues involving 19th century technology.' F6"r" '' exar.ple, in Miss Adams’ 
letter to you of 7 / 27 / 6 ?j she states that "it was not until just prior 
to the passage of a he Act of 1673, that other refining methods (i.e. 
other than cupollation — D.T.) employing acid processes, provided for 
the separation and purification of gold and silver." This is absolute¬ 
ly incorrect, nitric acid refining was practiced in the Mint from its 
earliest days. During the period of the first Mint, copper was used 
to form copper nitrate in order to release' the silver from solution. 
Then, v:hen Franklin Peale returned from Europe in 1835 j the Mint 
adopted the more advanced techi ique that was being used by P.M. John¬ 
son’s refinery in London. This obviated the need for furnace refining, 
and permitted the recovery of the quarted silver by means of common 
salt. The silver nitrate was subjected to a strong solution of 
sodium chloride, which produced silver chloride and nitrate of soda. 
Finally, the silver chloride was treated with granulated zinc, pro¬ 
ducing sine chloride and pure metallic silver. But surely I need not 
tell you all this, especially as I have documented it in gre?.t detail 
in my U.:f. Mint and Coinage. 


be nov/ come to the second, very gross error in the Director’s 
thinking, this with- regard to the experimental alloys use! in the " 
hoard double eagles. The significance of sheso alloys has been very 
muen misunderstood. Miss Adams, referring so the thr^e coins which, 

have been analysed at finenesses of .860. .850 and . 910 ', sta.tes: 

"dirice true trace alloys woula be indistinguishable in their nanufac— \ 
turir.g and coining properties, it is not likely that any mint would ' 
have considered making them as 'experimental alloys."’ Then, in 
order so justny her statement, she goes on to suggest that the 
laooratory roundel off one figures to the nearest hundredth, giving 
a false appearance of exactitude. 


I understand from you that the laboratory has confirmed the 
fact tnat its results were calculated to the thousandth rail not to 
the hundredth, as Miss Adams suggests. This very important point now 
clarified, we conn proceed to the ‘first of the Director's contentions, 
tnat /’since the three alleys would be inlistinjuisuable in their 
menu 1 ac turir.g and cohning properties, it. is not likely that any mint 
would nave consiierei making them as ’experimental alloys.’" Mies 
.-.nuns is not cr._y. confusing our present metallurgical knowledge with 
tnat 01 an earlier period, but is completely unaware of the histor¬ 
ical circumstances and determining factors of the latter. Mho. might 
oe 'internes., for example, that in li.35 the Philadelphia Mint struck 
six different quarter eagles in experimental alloys of so slight 
a difference that only various numbers of pin-point pricks impressed 
into each could differentiate them* 
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VJhai are the criteria, by ’.:hich an alloy is selected? 
Appearance is one. Another is how well it resists the effects 
of attrition. Still another, ant one that was especially 
important during the IJth century, is how well it receives'an 
impression. These are general considerai,ions, hut to their 
ranks ;;e must he prepared to admit others also if circumstances 
•warrant. The U.o. Assay Office is a case in point. During 
1651 and 1&52 v.-e find the contractors, Moffat & Co.*, regularly 
striking coins of .880, .884 and .887 fineness. And hero we 
are dealing not with experiments, hut with mint practice! The 
reasons, of course, are to he found in Jloffat and 'Jo.'s cost 
controls and the comparative availability of refining acids 
which were habitually in short supply. And this brings us 
hack to your experimental double eagles, and the reason ’why, 
in my opinion, they were struck. 

It is well known that in September 1852 , Acting Sec¬ 
retary of the Treasury Hodge instructed the Collector of Customs 
at San Francisco that Congress had prohibited him from receiving 
the issues of the U.S. Assay Office. In point of fact, Congress 
h?.d done no such thing, hut only insisted that all payments of 
public dues he made with standard (i.e. . 9 OO fine) coins. At 
the time, the Assay Office had been striking coins of a fineness 
as high as .887, hut in the eyes of the Treasury Department (at 
least of that day!) a disparity oflo/i0C0ths was sufficient cause 
to demonetise the issue. Of course, when pushed to the wall, the 
Assay Office did indeed come up wish .J'CO fine coin:: sin.ee those 
were repaired by the merchants who depended so greatly on imports. 
But if the Customs House demanded . 9 OO fine coins, the public at 
1 arge did not. They were content if their coins contained full 
face value,. Therefore, the As..ay Office, which was neither 
bound by law to issue .f-CO fine coins, nor prohibited by contract 
from striking coins under their private name, prepared to do booh. 
As you know, there are in the Conr.ecticut htate Library, L.S. 

Assay Office die impressions of an eagle -and half eagle of lc53, 
complete in every way cave for the fineness which was still 
undecided. Moreover, the 18=3 Moffat « Co. rouble eagle, and 
the existence of a die impression of the same year for a Moffat 
J. Co. half eagle-show what the contractors final lop adopted as 
the best solution to the problem. They would issue on demand 
the .JOO fine Assay Office coins re paired for public iucs, and, 
for cue rest, coins of a lesser fineness which bore their own 
imprint. This was both profitable and practicable, and, as I have 
said, completely 'within their legal rights. In this connection 
we should recall also that while John L. Moffat hai left the firm 
in February iop2, Curtis, Perry 6 : 'hard retained the right to use 
the Moffat name. This they iii with considerable foresight, and 
doubtless because even then they contemplated the resumption of 
coinage under their own name. 
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And ro, an you will no doubt agree, it all hangs 
together, inclu ling the experimental alloys and all the other 
delightfully strange artifacts in the aoari. I cannot imagine 
how anymore with numismatic knowledge raid all of your evidence 
at his disposal can possibly form an opinion’ unfavorable to the 
coins. i'he case for their genuineness is ove r; dieInirg and 
irrefutabl e. And you may be interested in knowing that one 
member of the arbitration panel has already confided to me his 
faith in their genuineness. I do not know what more I can add 
except, perhaps, a word of praise for the very thorough manner 
in which you and '.falter Breen have prepared the case for the 
defense. 



P.S. I have passed over a number of minor matters such as the 
helical lines, as they have been nore than adequately dealt with 
in your report. 





AMERICAN NUMISMATIC ASSOCIATION 

HERBERT M. BERGEN 
First Vice President 

604 No. Harbor Blvd., FULLERTON, CALIF. 92632 

February 12, 1968 


hiss By a Ad a; is, Director 
Unit ed it at es lint 
Tr o a sup;/ Bui 1 ding 
via sling ton, D. C, 


Boar lias Adams : 


I enclose herewith oho to err- of a letter, 
dated January 20, 1968, fron -r . y to Join J 
Ford Jr, vrhich was sent to re an a member of the 
PIG- Arbitration Panel in the Garland-Byan case. 


Part of the contents of this lotter concern 
you and it iras ny feeling it should therefore be 
sent to you for your attention. a request that 
you return it to r,o as soon as possible so that 
I Trill have it for ny files. 


7 


For your information, the Arbitration Panel 
rill meet in Los Angeles at the 5tatlor-Hilton 
Hotel on Thursday, February l r sh. 


Sine e-el-y 

7 7 ; < . t 


Bergen 



PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL 


February 15, 19^8 


My dear friend: 

I thought you should see the attached. 
He has a nerve. 1 


Hastily, 

~L 


Mr. Eric Newman 
6^50 Cecil Avenue 
St. Louis, Mo. 63105 

Enclosure 


PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL 





March 7, 1968 


Dear Eric: 

I think you probably have a copy of the attached, 
but I wanted to be sure. I do not need it back. 

The only Paul Franklin applying for and using a 
passport in January or February of 1967 is on record 
here as Paul Mark Franklin, Highland Park, Illinois. 

He left for Europe in February, 1967. They have no 
record of his ever having returned. However, it would 
not actually be necessary for them to have such a record 
as entries are not always reported to them. 

I look forward to seeing you soon. 


Sincerely, 



Mr. Eric P. Newman 

6450 Cecil Avenue 

St. Louis, Missouri 63105 
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GARI.ANU - RYAN 


ARBITRATION DECISION 


This arbitration relates to a proceeding between Paul E. Garland, 
as Complainant, against Thomas Ryan, as Defendant, to set aside the sale 
in 1963 of an alleged "Proof" $20 1853 U. S. Assay Office 900 fine gold coin. 
The arbitration was based on a procedure adopted by the Professional Num¬ 
ismatists Guild for disposing of differences involving any of its members. Leo 
A. Young, P. N.G. President, at the time of the complaint put into motion 
the forming of this Arbitration Panel. Ryan, being a P.N.G. member, 
agreed to the arbitration and appointed Lester Merkin as one arbitrator. 
Garland agreed to the arbitration and appointed Ronnie Carr as another arbi¬ 
trator. The third arbitrator, Herbert M. Bergen, was appointed by Ronnie 
Carr and Lester Merkin. 

The first hearing of this case was held in Chicago on August 19, 1966, 
with numerous persons in attendance. Both Garland and Ryan testified before 
the arbitrators, as did several other witnesses. Further hearings were held 
in Los Angeles in February 1967, and in Miami Beach on August 11, 1967. 
Further testimony was presented over a period of eighteen months. The 
matters involved are quite complex and technical and for that reason a sub¬ 
stantial .period of time was given to the parties to allow them to submit evi¬ 
dence. 

At the hearing in Chicago it was established that the coin in question 
was acquired by Ryan in a chain of title back to John J. Ford, Jr. , and that 
Ford obtained the piece from Paul Franklin in 1958. Tt wa s also cl aimed 





that.a group of other similar coins were obtained by Franklin from the same 
source, some of which were sold to Ford, New Netherlands Coin Company, 
or both. It was also established that the coins were of varieties never pre¬ 
viously known to the numismatic fraternity. The Garland coin was sold to 
him by Ryan in 1963 as a genuine proof specimen for a price of $3, 300. 00. 

Expert testimony was given at the Chicago hearing by Eric P. Newman 
on behalf of the Eric P. Newman Numismatic Education Society. This testi¬ 
mony was in support of his opinion that the coin purchased by Garland was 
not a genuine 1853 USAOG $20 proof specimen. Most of the Newman testimony 
was contained in a written report of his research covering this coin. 

Paul Franklin and John Ford also gave testimony at Chicago in sup¬ 
port of their contention that the Garland coin, obtained by Franklin from a 
secret source, was a genuine original 1853 USAOG $20 proof piece. Their 
testimony was oral and Ford was granted time to prepare and present a 
written report of his knowledge of the subject coin. This report was presentee 
at the hearing held in Miami. 

Expert testimony was given orally to the arbitration panel by Walter 
Breen at the hearing in Los Angeles. A written version of his testimony was 
submitted to the arbitrators following the Miami hearing. 

Considerable other information relating to the 1853 USAOG coins and 
other California Pioneer gold coins was gathered by the panel. Tests and 
comparisons of the Garland coin with'other 1853 USAOG $20 coins were also 
made. Many complex and technical details were involved in this case which 
required many days of study and research. The arbitrators are grateful to 




those who volunteered information and made equipment available for use in 
this connection. 

The finding of the arbitrators is that the coin purchased by Garland 
from Ryan is not a Proof . 

An award in favor of Garland is granted against Ryan for the sum 
of Thirty-three Hundred Dollars ($3, 300. 00). 


PROFESSIONAL NUMISMATISTS GUILD, INC. 
GARLAND - RYAN 
ARBITRATION PANEL 





February 16 th , 1968 






